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Abstract: Since the fall of communism in 1989, criminal victimisation has become 
an issue in the Czech Republic, and research indicates that it is a stressful experi-
ence. The relationship between criminal victimisation and depression was examined 
by adding fear of crime, protection against crime, avoidance of crime, mastery over 
one’s life, social support, and trust in government (as well as socio-demographic 
controls) to successive regression equations. A total of 703 Czech households in the 
second of a three-wave (1994-1996) panel study were studied. For men, the total and 
direct effects of criminal victimisation on depression were significant. However, the 
relation of men’s fear of crime and depression was mediated by avoidance. For 
women, criminal victimisation was not related to depression. The relation of 
women’s fear of crime and depression was mediated by mastery. Interpretations of 
these results are grounded in the different relevance criminal victimisation has for 
the well-being of men and women. 
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Since the fall of communism in 1989, the issue of criminal victimisation has become a 
public concern in the Czech Republic. American research shows that criminal victimisa-
tion has real consequences, such as the diminished psychological well-being of victims, 
and it can be assumed that it poses a threat to the well-being of Czech citizens also. In 
this analysis, criminal victimisation in the Czech Republic is examined within the theo-
retical framework of the stress-distress perspective. The analysis begins with a brief dis-
cussion of rising crime during the period of the Czech transformation prior to 1994. 
Rising Crime in the Czech Republic 
Since the fall of communism in 1989 crime rates have been rising in former Czechoslo-
vakia. The 1992 International Crime Survey (ICS) revealed that of all Czechoslovak re-
spondents in the survey, 10.9% reported having been a burglary victim, 22% reported 
having had personal property stolen, and 9.4% reported that they had been the victims of 
an assault – the second highest proportion of assault victims reported for post-communist 
countries [Valkova 1993]. In addition, among Czechoslovak respondents in the 1992 ICS, 
9% of the women reported having been the victims of sexual offences, and almost 44% of 
car owners in the survey had experienced car vandalism [Siemaszko 1993]. In Prague, 
Buriánek [1994] found an increase in types of crime new to the Czech Republic, such as 
drug dealing, economic crime and organised crime. The 1992 ICS also reported that 
33.4% of Czech respondents felt ‘a bit unsafe’ and 10.5% felt ‘very unsafe’ when walk-
ing alone in their area at night [Valkova 1993]. 
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While the Czech public’s concern with crime has increased, its faith in the state to 
control it has decreased. In a 1992 national poll, 86% of Czech respondents reported that 
they were dissatisfied with police [Hraba et al. 1996]. The 1992 ICS showed that 55.4% 
of respondents were dissatisfied with the way police handled reported crime, and 32.4% 
thought the police do a bad job of patrolling streets [Valkova 1993]. The 1992 ICS also 
showed a lack of faith in police as the main reason given in former Czechoslovakia for 
not reporting car vandalism [Siemaszko 1993]. Hraba et al. [1998] found a perceived 
increased risk of crime among Czechs that was due to a lack of trust in government as 
well as criminal victimisation. 
One reason for the rise in crime is that economic motives for crime have increased 
in the Czech Republic. With the transformation, the state no longer guarantees employ-
ment and public entitlements have diminished. Earnings inequality began to increase in 
1990, with higher incomes rising and diverging from others [Rondinelli 1994; Večerník 
1995, 1996a], who in turn have experienced declining income, economic insecurity, and 
subjective poverty [Matějů and Řeháková 1996; Musil 1992; Večerník 1996b]. These 
factors have been associated with arrest rates in the United States [LaFree and Drass 
1996] and may also serve as economic motives for crime in the Czech Republic. 
Criminal Victimisation in the Stress-Distress Perspective 
Consistent with both criminological and stress-distress research, criminal victimisation is 
posited to be a stressor that can produce depressive symptoms in victims [Coyne and 
Downey 1991; Hraba et al. 1999; Kilpatrick et al. 1985; Mawby and Walkate 1994; Nor-
ris and Kaniasty 1994; Proulx et al. 1995]. The effect of criminal victimisation on depres-
sion may depend, however, on the emotional reactions of victims to victimisation. 
Increased fear of crime is one of these reactions. In criminology, fear of crime is defined 
as a feeling of dread about being victimised by crime [Ferraro 1995; Garofalo 1981; 
Giles-Sims 1984; LaGrange and Ferraro 1989; Miethe and Lee 1984; Taylor and Hale 
1986], and it is considered to be a consequence of crime itself [Giles-Sims 1984; Ferraro 
1995; Garofalo 1981; Norris and Kaniasty 1994; Roundtree and Land 1996; Thompson 
and Norris 1992]. It is also seen as a cause of psychological distress in stress-distress 
research [Ross 1993]. This analysis will test whether Czech victims become depressed in 
direct response to criminal victimisation, or whether they must first fear it (interpreting it 
as a threat to personal well-being) in order to become depressed. 
The effect of criminal victimisation may also depend on victims’ behavioural re-
sponses to victimisation and fear of crime. These reactions can be stress-coping strate-
gies. Approach strategies are those intended to increase one’s resistance to stress, and 
avoidance strategies are those intended to reduce the occasions when one is confronted by 
stress. Approach strategies appear to have more power in reducing distress [Coyne and 
Downey 1991; Elder 1974; Lorenz et al. 1996]. The restrictions to personal freedom as-
sociated with avoidance strategies may have a negative effect on people’s psychological 
well-being, thus reducing their effectiveness in reducing distress [Hraba et al. 1999]. 
Similarly, criminologists are interested in protection and avoidance as reactions to crime. 
Protection strategies are those which are intended to increase a person’s ability to resist 
criminal victimisation – learning self-defence techniques, for example. Avoidance strate-
gies, on the other hand, are those which are intended to reduce the opportunities for others 
to offend – not going out after dark or into certain neighbourhoods, for example [DuBow 
et al. 1979; Garofalo 1981; Liska and Warner 1991; Roundtree and Land 1996]. 
L.M. Johnson, J. Hraba, F.O. Lorenz: Criminal Victimisation and Depression in the Czech Republic 
197 
In this analysis, protection from criminal victimisation is considered to be an ap-
proach-coping strategy, while avoidance of criminal victimisation is, obviously, an 
avoidance-coping strategy. Norris and Kaniasty [1994] found that protective action re-
duces the effects of criminal victimisation on distress, while Proulx et al. [1995] found 
the use of ‘escapist’ coping strategies to be associated with higher levels of distress. 
Hraba et al. [1999] found that protection decreased depression among Czech men, while 
avoidance increased their depression and anxiety. 
The effect of criminal victimisation on distress also depends on the personal and 
social resources victims have for coping with the stress of victimisation. In stress-distress 
studies, a sense of personal control (mastery) has been identified as one of the most im-
portant psychological resources one can have in handling stress [Aneshensel 1992; Mi-
rowsky and Ross 1989; Pearlin et al. 1981; Taylor and Aspinwall 1996; Turner and 
Roszell 1994]. People with a high sense of mastery believe they have a high degree of 
power over themselves and their environment [Turner and Roszell 1994]. Social support 
can also reduce psychological distress [Coyne and Downey 1991; Ensel and Lin 1991; 
Sarason, Pierce, and Sarason 1994; Taylor and Aspinwall 1996]. Social support may 
come in the form of advice, tangible aid (money, for example), and reassurances of self-
esteem [Taylor and Aspinwall 1996]. It is reasoned in this analysis that Czech victims 
who believe they can count on others for support should suffer less depression from 
criminal victimisation. Also, trust in government is added to this analysis as another so-
cial resource – a state resource – that may be used to cope with criminal victimisation. 
Since the beginning of the transformation, some surveys have indicated that the trust 
Czechs have in their government has been declining [Hraba et al. 1998; Rose 1994]. It is 
reasoned here that Czech crime victims who are still able to trust authorities to protect 
them from future victimisation should suffer less depression. 
Since research in the United States [Mirowsky and Ross 1989; Pearlin 1989; 
Turner, Wheaton, and Lloyd 1995; Williams 1990] and the Czech Republic [Hraba et al. 
1999; Hraba, Lorenz, and Pechačová 1997; Hraba et al. 1994] shows that depression lev-
els vary according to age and social status, the control variables of age, education, marital 
status, income, and rural/urban residence of respondents are included here. Research in 
the US also reveals sex differences in reported distress [Elder et al. 1994; Friedemann and 
Webb 1995], and sex differences in distress were indeed found in the Czech Republic 
[Hraba et al. 1994; Hraba, Lorenz, and Lee 1996]. Males and females are here analysed 
separately because most of the data are taken from paired husbands and wives. 
This analysis presents an empirical test of the argument that criminal victimisation 
is related to depression symptoms directly and indirectly through fear of crime, protec-
tion, avoidance, mastery, social support, and trust in government. Multiple regression 
analysis is used to test this relationship. Criminal victimisation is included as an exoge-
nous variable, depression symptoms make up the outcome variable, and the other six 
variables are considered as possible mediating variables. The variables are then examined 
with a series of eight equations. After regressing depression symptoms on criminal vic-
timisation, control variables, fear of crime, and personal and social resource variables are 
added in successive equations. 




The sample consists of two waves of data collected in the Czech Republic in 1994 and in 
1995. The original sample was selected from a panel of 4,000 households contacted peri-
odically by the Czech Census Bureau Division of Family Budgets. Families were in-
formed about the research goals and asked to participate in a survey during the Bureau’s 
interviews in autumn 1993. Those who agreed to participate returned a signed consent 
form to the Bureau. From among them the Bureau randomly selected 774 families, with 
roughly equal numbers from rural and urban areas, and mailed them questionnaires. The 
Bureau detected no selection bias, but the panel is a quota sample based on rural/urban 
residence and is not necessarily representative of the country. A total of 740 families 
(96%) returned the questionnaires. The first wave sample is comprised of 577 husbands 
and wives, 146 single female-headed households, and 17 single male-headed households. 
In the second wave, 703 (95%) of the 740 families from the first wave returned question-
naires. The second wave sample is comprised of 546 husbands and wives, 139 single 
female-headed households, and 16 single male-headed households. In both waves, 
spouses answered separate questionnaires and returned them in separate envelopes. They 
were asked not to consult each other when answering them. This analysis is based on 535 
men and 639 women who provided complete data in both waves. 
Measures 
Criminal Victimisation. Three items were summed to create an index of criminal victimi-
sation. Respondents in 1995 were asked: “During the last year, 1) were you robbed, as-
saulted or mugged? 2) did anyone break into or somehow illegally get into your 
apartment or home? and 3) did anyone take something directly from you by use of force – 
such as a hold-up, mugging, or threat?” Responses to these three items are coded as 
“Yes” = 1 and “No” = 0. Victimisation was reported 11.2% of the men and 10.2% of the 
women. 
Age. Respondents in 1995 were asked: “How old are you?” The respondents’ ages are 
coded in their years of age. Men’s ages ranged from 21 to 81, with a mean of 44.4, and 
women’s ages ranged from 20 to 85, with a mean of 42.11. 
Education. Respondents’ education (in 1994) is coded as the level of completed educa-
tion. Respondents chose from: (1) elementary (2) vocational training (3) secondary school 
(4) college (5) university (6) post-graduate degree (CSc. or DrSc.). 
Marital Status. Respondents’ marital status (in 1995) was coded as 1 = single (never mar-
ried, divorced/separated, and widowed) and 2 = married (including cohabiting partners). 
A total of 97% of the men and 80.3% of the women reported being married. 
Urban/Rural Residence. Residence is defined as the population size of the locality in 
which the respondent lives. Respondents’ residences (in 1995) are coded as 0 = rural 
(5,000 or less inhabitants) and 1 = urban (over 5,000). Of all respondents, 52.7% of men 
live in rural areas and 47.3% live in urban areas, while 48.8% of women live in rural ar-
eas and 51.2% live in urban areas. 
Income. Income is coded as the amount of money a person receives from any source per 
year. Respondents (in 1995) wrote their income in one thousand units of Czech crowns. 
The median incomes are 73,000 CZK for men and 53,500 CZK for women, both with a 
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range of 0 to 450,000 CZK. A logarithmic transformation is used on income to adjust for 
skewness (2.584 for men and 2.71 for women). 
Fear of Crime. Two items were summed to create an index of fear of crime. Respondents 
in 1995 were asked: 1) “Is there any area right around here – that is, within a kilometre 
or two – where you would be afraid to walk alone at night?” (“yes” = 1, “no” = 0, “don’t 
know” = 0) and 2) “Compared with last year, do you personally feel more uneasy on the 
streets, less uneasy or not much different?” (Responses are coded as: “more uneasy” = 1, 
“less uneasy” = 0, “not much different” = 0, “not sure” = 0). The first item has been rou-
tinely included as a measure of fear of crime in American surveys [cf. Warr 1994]. The 
second item is used to measure Czech respondents’ emotions about being in public during 
a time of rising contact crime. The mean scores are 0.54 for men and 1.13 for women. 
Protection. Two items were summed to create an index of protection. Respondents in 
1995 were asked: 1) “Has the fear of crime caused you to install a home security sys-
tem?” and 2) “Has the fear of crime caused you to install an automobile security sys-
tem?” (“yes” = 1, “no” = 0). These items, especially the second, are more likely to 
measure protective action against property crime. However, the measure of victimisation 
used in this analysis is concerned with crime that is more dangerous to personal safety. A 
‘crossover effect’ from property protection to personal protection will be tested for here. 
It is possible that actions taken to protect one’s property also include actions taken to 
protect one’s person [Hraba et al. 1999]. The mean protection scores are 0.27 for men and 
0.21 for women. Protective behaviour was indicated by 21.8% of the men and 18.5% of 
the women. 
Avoidance. Three items were summed to create an index of avoidance. Respondents in 
1995 were asked: “Has the fear of crime caused you to… 1) limit the places or times that 
you go shopping? 2) limit the places or times that you work? and 3) limit the places that 
you will go by yourself?” (“yes” = 1, “no” = 0). Fear of crime was specified in these 
questions to avoid responses based on limiting these activities for other reasons such as 
physical disability or external constraints (such as business hours) [Hraba et al. 1997]. 
The mean avoidance scores are 0.27 for men and 0.66 for women. Avoidance action was 
taken by 20.1% of the men and 50.5% of the women. 
Mastery. Consistent with Pearlin et al. [1981], mastery is defined as the perception of 
control over one’s life. Seven items were summed to create an index of mastery. In 1994, 
respondents indicated how strongly they agreed or disagreed with seven statements about 
themselves. Sample statements are: “There really is no way I can solve some of the prob-
lems I have” and “I can do just about anything I really set my mind to”. Responses are 
coded as: “strongly agree” = 1, “agree” = 2, “uncertain or mixed” = 3, “disagree” = 4, 
“strongly disagree” = 5. The α = 0.75 for men and α = 0.74 for women. The mean mas-
tery scores are 25.16 for men (range = 14 to 35) and 24.19 for women (range = 8 to 35). 
Social Support. Twelve items were summed to create an index for social support. Re-
spondents in 1995 were asked: “Thinking about relatives, neighbours, close friends or 
acquaintances other than your spouse or children, how true is each of these statements 
for you?…” The statements indicated three types of social support: appraised, tangible, 
and that of belonging. Samples of each are: “Other than my husband or children, there 
are several people that I trust to help solve my problems” (appraised); “If I needed an 
emergency loan of 1000 crowns, there is someone (friend, neighbour, other relatives, or 
acquaintance) I could get it from” (tangible), and “My friends really care about me” 
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(belonging). Responses are coded as: “definitely true” = 1, “probably true” = 2, “probably 
false” = 3, “definitely false” = 4. The α = 0.78 for men and α = 0.77 for women. The 
mean social support scores are 21.18 for men (range = 22 to 48) and 20.68 for women 
(range = 19 to 48). 
Trust in Government. Two items were summed to create an index of trust in government. 
Respondents in 1994 were asked: 1) “To what extent do you trust the current government 
to take actions necessary to control crime?” (“do not trust at all” = 1, “to some extent” = 
2, and “to a great extent” = 3) and 2) “Think about how the changes in government have 
directly affected you since 1989. Would you say you experience more, the same, or less 
danger from crime?” (“more” = 1, “same” = 2, “less” = 3). The mean trust in government 
scores are 2.84 for men and 2.88 for women. 
Depression. Ten items adapted from Derogatis [1983] SCL-90 were summed to create an 
index of depression. Respondents in 1995 were asked about depressive symptoms they 
experienced “during the past week”, such as “loss of sexual interest”, “feeling low in 
energy or slowed down”, “crying easily”, “feeling lonely”, “trouble concentrating”, and 
“feelings of worthlessness”. Responses are coded as: “not at all” = 0, “a little bit” = 1, 
“moderate” = 2, “quite a bit” = 3, “extremely” = 4. The α = 0.85 for both men and 
women. The mean depression scores are 4.48 for men (range = 0 to 31) and 7.10 for 
women (range = 0 to 33). 
Results 
Tables 1 (men) and 2 (women) contain the regression coefficients (with standard errors 
and significance) from eight successive equations. In Equation 1, depressive symptoms 
are regressed on criminal victimisation. Criminal victimisation is significantly and posi-
tively related to depressive symptoms for men (β = 0.147) but not for women (β = 0.065). 
With Equation 2, (Tables 1 and 2) the age, education, marital status, income, and ru-
ral/urban residence of respondents are added as a set of controls. The net of controls 
shows that criminal victimisation is significantly related to depressive symptoms for men 
(β = 0.143) but not for women (β = 0.059). Among the controls, age is related to men’s 
depressive symptoms (β = 0.194), and marital status (unmarried) is related to women’s  
(β = -0.111). The change in R2 from Equation 1 to Equation 2 for men (0.049) and 
women (0.018) are both significant. 
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Table 1a. Men’s self-reported depression symptoms regressed on criminal victimisation,  
controlling for demographic characteristics (Equation 2), fear of crime (Equation 3), 
protection (Equation 4) 
 Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3 Equation 4 
Variable b β b β b β b β 
Victimisation 1.506** 0.147 1.463** 0.143 1.322** 0.129 1.373** 0.134 
 (0.439)  (0.445)  (0.444)  (0.448) 
Demographic Characteristics 
Age   0.082*** 0.194 0.077*** 0.181 0.076*** 0.179 
   (0.018)  (0.018)  (0.018) 
Education   -0.319 -0.075 -0.338 -0.079 -0.305 -0.071 
   (0.186)  (0.185)  (0.189) 
Marital Status   -1.188 -0.040 -1.116 -0.037 -1.130 -0.038 
   (1.259)  (1.251)  (1.251) 
Residence   0.190 0.019 -0.033 -0.003 0.031 0.003 
   (0.435)  (0.439)  (0.445) 
Income   -0.146 -0.031 -0.135 -0.029 -0.131 -0.028 
   (0.198)  (0.197)  (0.197) 
Fear of Crime     0.824** 0.123 0.871** 0.131 
     (0.290)  (0.294) 
Protection       -0.366 -0.041 
       (0.404) 
 
Constant 4.161***  4.338  4.135  4.112 
R2 0.0022  0.0071  0.085  0.086 
R2 Change -  0.049***  0.014**  0.001 
*p ≤ 0.05 **p ≤ 0.01 ***p ≤ 0.001 (two-tailed tests) 
Note: N = 535; b = unstandardised regression coefficient with standard error in parenthe-
ses; β = standardised regression coefficient. 
 
Equation 3 (Tables 1 and 2) adds ‘fear of crime’. As expected, fear of crime is positively 
related to men’s depressive symptoms (β = 0.123). Criminal victimisation remains related 
to men’s depressive symptoms in Equation 3 (β = 0.129), and fear of crime is also related 
to women’s depressive symptoms in Equation 3 (β = 0.094). The changes in R2 for men 
(0.014) and women (0.008) are both significant. 
Equation 4 (Tables 1 and 2) adds ‘protection from criminal victimisation’. Protec-
tion is not, however, related to men’s and women’s depressive symptoms (β = -0.041 and 
-0.040 respectively). Criminal victimisation remains related to men’s depressive symp-
toms (β = 0.134), as does fear of crime (β = 0.131). For women, fear of crime also re-
mains related to depressive symptoms (β = 0.099). The changes in R2 for both men and 
women (0.001) are insignificant. 
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Table 1b. Men’s self-reported depression symptoms regressed on criminal victimisation,  
controlling for avoidance (Equation 5), mastery (Equation 6), social support  
(Equation 7), and trust in government (Equation 8) 
 Equation 5 Equation 6 Equation 7 Equation 8 
Variable b β b β b β b β 
Victimisation 1.303** 0.127 1.105** 0.108 1.079** 0.105 1.076** 0.105 
 (0.442)  (0.420)  (0.414)  (0.414) 
Demographic Characteristics 
Age 0.067*** 0.158 0.054** 0.128 0.042* 0.100 0.042* 0.100 
 (0.018)  (0.017)  (0.017)  (0.017) 
Education -0.362 -0.085 -0.144 -0.034 -0.104 -0.024 -0.105 -0.025 
 (0.187)  (0.179)  (0.177)  (0.177) 
Marital Status -1.013 -0.034 -1.742 -0.058 -1.595 -0.053 -1.587 -0.053 
 (1.234)  (1.174)  (1.156)  (1.157) 
Residence -0.052 -0.001 0.248 0.025 0.197 0.020 0.198 0.020 
 (0.438)  (0.417)  (0.411)  (0.411) 
Income -0.159 -0.034 -0.102 -0.022 -0.112 -0.024 -0.110 -0.024 
 (0.194)  (0.184)  (0.182)  (0.182) 
Fear of Crime 0.305 0.046 0.110 0.016 0.262 0.039 0.248 0.037 
 (0.323)  (0.308)  (0.305)  (0.307) 
Protection -0.532 -0.060 -0.495 -0.056 -0.500 -0.056 -0.504 -0.057 
 (0.401)  (0.380)  (0.374)  (0.375) 
Avoidance 1.570*** 0.192 1.467*** 0.180 1.411*** 0.173 1.401*** 0.172 
 (0.395)  (0.375)  (0.370)  (0.370) 
Mastery   -0.401*** -0.313 -0.343*** -0.268 -0.340*** -0.265 
   (0.052)  (0.053)  (0.053) 
Social Support     -0.182*** -0.170 -0.181*** -0.169 
     (0.044)  (0.044) 
Trust in Government      -0.088 -0.018 
       (0.196) 
 
Constant 4.514  15.760***  21.135***  21.270*** 
R2 0.113  0.204  0.230  0.230 
R2 Change 0.027***  0.092***  0.025***  0.000 
*p ≤ 0.05 **p ≤ 0.01 ***p ≤ 0.001 (two-tailed tests) 
Note: N = 535; b = unstandardised regression coefficient with standard error in parenthe-
ses; β = standardised regression coefficient. 
 
Avoidance is related to men’s depressive symptoms in Equation 5 (β = 0.192). Criminal 
victimisation remains related to men’s depressive symptoms (β = 0.127), but fear of 
crime is no longer significantly related to their depression (β = 0.046). Avoidance medi-
ates the relationship between men’s fear of crime and depression. For women, avoidance 
is not significantly related to depressive symptoms (β = 0.032), but fear of crime remains 
related to their depression (β = 0.088). The change in R2 for men (0.027) is significant, 
but the change in R2 for women (0.001) is not. 
As expected, mastery is related to men’s depressive symptoms in Equation 6 (β =  
-0.313), and criminal victimisation remains significantly related to their depression (β = 
0.108), as does avoidance (β = 0.180). Mastery is also related to women’s depressive 
symptoms (β = -0.375), while fear of crime is no longer significantly related to women’s 
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depressive symptoms (β = 0.066). Mastery mediates the relationship between women’s 
fear of crime and depressive symptoms. The change in R2 for men (0.092) and women 
(0.137) are both significant. 
Table 2a. Women’s self-reported depression symptoms regressed on criminal victimisation,  
controlling for demographic characteristics (Equation 2), fear of crime (Equation 3), 
protection (Equation 4) 
 Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3 Equation 4 
Variable b β b β b β b β 
Victimisation 0.906 0.065 0.827 0.059 0.685 0.049 0.757 0.054 
 (0.553)  (0.570)  (0.571)  (0.576) 
Demographic Characteristics 
Age   0.035 0.062 0.034 0.061 0.035 0.063 
   (0.023)  (0.023)  (0.023) 
Education   0.111 0.016 0.089 0.013 0.083 0.012 
   (0.286)  (0.286)  (0.286) 
Marital Status   1.745** -0.111 -1.810** -0.115 -1.749** -0.111 
   (0.638)  (0.637)  (0.640) 
Residence   -0.276 -0.022 -0.471 -0.037 -0.377 -0.030 
   (0.526)  (0.531)  (0.539) 
Income   -0.169 -0.034 -0.164 -0.034 -0.156 -0.032 
   (0.199)  (0.199)  (0.199) 
Fear of Crime     0.883* 0.094 0.933* 0.099 
     (0.379)  (0.383) 
Protection       -0.541 -0.040 
       (0.563) 
 
Constant 6.797***  8.904***  8.212***  8.060*** 
R2 0.004  0.022  0.030  0.031 
R2 Change   0.018*  0.008*  0.001 
*p ≤ 0.05 **p ≤ 0.01 ***p ≤ 0.001 (two-tailed tests) 
Note: N = 639; b = unstandardised regression coefficient with standard error in parenthe-
ses; β = standardised regression coefficient. 
 
Social support is related to men’s depressive symptoms in Equation 7 (β = -0.170). 
Criminal victimisation remains related to men’s depression (β = 0.105), as do avoidance 
(β = 0.173) and mastery (β = -0.268). Social support is also significantly related to 
women’s depression in Equation 7 (β = -0.127), as is mastery (β = -0.342). The change in 
R2 for men (0.025) and women (0.015) are both significant. 
Equation 8 (Tables 1 and 2) adds trust in government to the explanation of depres-
sion. Trust in government is not significantly related to men’s or women’s depressive 
symptoms (β = -0.018 and -0.006). Criminal victimisation remains related to men’s de-
pressive symptoms (β = 0.105), as do avoidance (β = 0.172), mastery (β = -0.265), and 
social support (β = -0.169). Criminal victimisation and fear of crime continue to be unre-
lated to women’s depression (β = 0.049 and 0.077), but mastery and social support are 
related (β = -0.342 and -0.127). Equation 8 explains 23% of the variance in men’s depres-
sive symptoms and 18.4% in women’s. No significant changes in R2 occur for men or 
women. 
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Table 2b. Women’s self-reported depression symptoms regressed on criminal victimisation,  
controlling for avoidance (Equation 5), mastery (Equation 6), social support  
(Equation 7), and trust in government (Equation 8) 
 Equation 5 Equation 6 Equation 7 Equation 8 
Variable b β b β b β b β 
Victimisation 0.758 0.054 0.646 0.046 0.682 0.049 0.683 0.049 
 (0.576)  (0.534)  (0.530)  (0.530) 
Demographic Characteristics 
Age 0.033 0.060 0.030 0.054 0.023 0.042 0.023 0.042 
 (0.023)  (0.021)  (0.021)  (0.021) 
Education 0.080 0.012 0.230 0.033 0.241 0.035 0.240 0.035 
 (0.286)  (0.265)  (0.263)  (0.264) 
Marital Status -1.736** -0.110 -1.133 -0.072 -1.161* -0.074 -1.161* -0.073 
 (0.640)  (0.597)  (0.592)  (0.593) 
Residence -0.408 -0.032 -0.331 -0.026 -0.265 -0.021 -0.267 0.021 
 (0.541)  (0.502)  (0.498)  (0.499) 
Income -0.153 -0.031 -0.110 -0.023 -0.081 -0.016 -0.081 -0.017 
 (0.199)  (0.185)  (0.183)  (0.184) 
Fear of Crime 0.827* 0.088 0.622 0.066 0.712 0.075 0.722 0.077 
 (0.408)  (0.378)  (0.376)  (0.382) 
Protection -0.565 -0.041 -0.424 -0.031 -0.545 -0.040 -0.538 -0.039 
 (0.564)  (0.523)  (0.521)  (0.523) 
Avoidance 0.266 0.032 0.120 0.015 0.079 0.010 0.083 0.010 
 (0.353)  (0.327)  (0.325)  (0.326) 
Mastery   -0.612*** -0.375 -0.559*** -0.342 -0.559*** -0.342 
   (0.060)  (0.062)  (0.062) 
Social Support     -0.177*** -0.127 -0.177*** -0.127 
     (0.053)  (0.053) 
Trust in Government      -0.034 -0.006 
       (0.243) 
 
Constant 8.065***  21.659***  27.086***  26.970*** 
R2 0.032  0.169  0.184  0.184 
R2 Change 0.001  0.137***  0.015***  0.000 
*p ≤ 0.05 **p ≤ 0.01 ***p ≤ 0.001 (two-tailed tests) 
Note: N = 639; b = unstandardised regression coefficient with standard error in parenthe-
ses; β = standardised regression coefficient. 
 
Discussion 
There was a direct relation between men’s criminal victimisation and depression through 
all of the equations. This relationship was reduced with additional equations, but re-
mained significant. Criminal victimisation was not related to women’s depression. For 
Czech men at least, it appears that criminal victimisation is an undesirable experience that 
leads to depression. It may be more of a gender identity threatening stressor for men than 
it is for women. Assuming that higher resistance to victimisation is typically a major part 
of men’s masculine identities (and typically not a major part of women’s feminine identi-
ties), being victimised could be perceived by male victims as their inability to meet the 
expectations of their gender roles – which could then lead to unfavourable self-
evaluations and increased depression [Thoits 1991; Wheaton 1996]. 
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Fear of crime was also related to men’s depression. However, it did not mediate be-
tween men’s criminal victimisation and depression. Perhaps criminal victimisation pre-
sents such a threat for Czech men that it needs little subjective appraisal to produce 
distress. Fear of crime was also related to women’s depression. It appears that the more 
Czech men and women are afraid of being the victim of a crime, regardless of whether or 
not they have been victimised, the higher their risk of depression becomes. 
Taking protective action was not related to men’s and women’s depression. This 
may be due to the use of a protection from property crime measure. This analysis at-
tempted to find a crossover effect from property protection to protection from physical 
harm, but no such effect was detected. Avoidance was related to men’s depression, by 
contrast, and it added to their depression. Avoidance did not mediate between men’s 
criminal victimisation and depression, but it significantly added to the explanation of 
Czech men’s depression. Avoidance may not have mediated between Czech men’s crimi-
nal victimisation and depression because they were not able to avoid situations that ren-
der them vulnerable to future victimisation, perhaps due to a lack of flexibility in work or 
other role demands. However, avoidance was found to mediate between men’s fear of 
crime and depression. Czech men who responded to their fear of crime with avoidance 
may have been more adversely affected by the resulting disruptions of daily life and re-
strictions on personal freedoms. On the other hand, avoidance was not significantly re-
lated to women’s depression. Perhaps women are more used to using avoidance-coping 
strategies in dealing with the threat of criminal victimisation. It is typical for American 
women to incorporate avoidance of higher crime-risk situations and activities into their 
daily lives [Karmen 1984]. Perhaps Czech women have similar routines and suffer rela-
tively little distress from them [Hraba et al. 1999]. 
For men, mastery was related to decreased depression. For women, mastery was 
also related to decreased depression, and it mediated the relationship between women’s 
fear of crime and depression. People who perceive a high sense of mastery may generally 
be less depressed because of its enhancing effect on self-confidence, self-esteem and hap-
piness. Perhaps Czech women, even if fearful of crime, become less depressed from this 
fear because their sense of personal control lowers their perceived risk of being victim-
ised. Perhaps mastery did not mediate between criminal victimisation and depression 
because being victimised leads to the interpretation that one does not have total mastery 
over one’s life. Thus a sense of mastery may have been neutralised, and criminal victimi-
sation was allowed to have a more direct impact on well-being. 
For both men and women, social support was significantly related to decreased de-
pression. Although social support did not mediate between criminal victimisation and 
depression, it significantly added to the explanation of depression. People in mutually 
supportive relationships may generally be less depressed because they continually serve 
as resources for each others’ self-actualisation. It appears that depression was reduced by 
receiving interpersonal support, which is consistent with stress-distress studies examining 
the distress-reducing effects of social support. Perhaps social support did not mediate the 
relation between men’s victimisation and depression because social support used to cope 
with criminal victimisation is selective and specific, whereas the measure of social sup-
port used in this analysis is a general one. For example, after experiencing criminal vic-
timisation, the victim may seek the support of only significant others such as spouses or 
parents, and this support typically involves reassurances rather than tangible aid. 
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Trust in government was not significantly related to depression for men or women. 
It was expected that the more confidence Czechs had in their government to prevent fu-
ture criminal victimisation, the less they would become depressed. Perhaps one’s fear of 
crime and depression due to criminal victimisation are more influenced by micro-level 
social factors such as the quality of the neighbourhood, the perceived effectiveness of 
local police, and the quality of interpersonal relationships within the community rather 
than the qualities of large-scale government. 
Criminal victimisation, fear of crime, and behavioural reactions to crime were pat-
terned by the controls. Among Czech men, criminal victimisation was higher for the 
higher educated, the unmarried, and those living in urban areas. Among women, criminal 
victimisation was higher for those living in urban areas. Men’s fear of crime increased 
with age and education level and was higher for those living in urban areas. Women’s 
fear of crime was higher for those living in urban areas. More protective action was taken 
by higher educated men, and urban men and women. Avoidance of crime was taken more 
by older men and women, higher educated men, and urban men and women. Further sex 
differences are also worth noting. A higher proportion of men reported victimisation than 
women, but women’s fear of crime was twice as high as men’s. These patterns indicate a 
sociological significance to this social psychological study. Criminal victimisation, fear 
of crime, and their effects on well-being vary by residence, age, education, and coping, as 
well as sex. 
An exact causal ordering cannot be inferred from this analysis. For example, it is 
possible that respondents could have taken action or been afraid of crime prior to experi-
encing any victimisation. Still, this analysis was able to detect that male victims were 
more likely to report depressive symptoms, and that avoidance of crime appeared to am-
plify men’s depression. The fact that these trends did not hold true for women presents an 
interesting sex difference in regard to responding to criminal victimisation. Fear of crime 
was related to depression for both men and women, but women’s mastery appeared to 
suppress this relationship, while men’s avoidance appeared to amplify it. 
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